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The purpose of this study was to investigate the ps&cho;
loglcal factors consldered 1mportant to orthopedlcally handl-

capped students, restricted to wheelchalrs, living in moblle

-~ . -

homes on the St Andrews Presbyternan College campus. _Under-..

\‘ggandably, these psychologlcal factors would be complex in
nature and therefore many approaches.were used. These approaches
include the following: personal interviews at 1ntervals of . -
three to four mpnths, psychologlcal tests wélch might have-an
1mportance in determining the nature of the.adjustment to
‘mobile home 1living, and factors such' as change in self—concept '
and self—confidence. Also,\observationvwas,sytematically'done
to determine the effects of mobile home living'on handicapped
students.' Thls study applies only to college students due to
the selected populatlon which was studied.

Plan of the Study:

The plan of the study was to compare the dlsabled students,

restrrcted to wheelchalrs,who were 11v1ng in mﬁblle homes with

A 4 -

{
a.control group llv1ng in the dormltorles at st Andrews Pres-

bi&erlan College. This dlrect approach proved to be 1mposs1ble,

as finding students to form'a matched pair in a very. smaBl pop—
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ulationbpresented severe problems. Among the moye dlfflcult

problems were matchlng as to the 1mportant varlables, 1nclud1ng

sex, time of»lnjury or birth defect,-the amount of handlcap and~_‘f

'psychological adjustment,as'measured by representative psycho-

logical gnstruments. In ordervto-secure a control group the
data from a study which was completed in 1971, Urie, Student '

aides for Handicapped College Students was used. Also included

_were.a few add1t1onal students who attended St. Andrews Pres-
byterlan College after the* study was completed. They were

1ncluded because they represented complete data, and had

B

51mllar handlcapplng cond1t1ons to the persons in the mobile
“home study. Another group of students was selected from this

.~ St.: And&ews Presbyterlan College study group, because the;

¥

psychologlcal ahd phy51cal factors were so~very close to the

e’

ten students who comprlsed the moblle home study group.- The

progett students lived in moblle home units on the st, Andrews
P

t Presbyteflan College campus for varylng lengths of, tlme, and

L4

therefore in ordex to obtain a sample size that was not too
. - ¢ . '

small they were considered as one group; that is, if any
effects were to be demonstrated; they Should'be demonstrated .
regardless of‘length of time spent in the mobile homnes.

A

. The studenté in the mobile home study ocCupled the moblle home s
from four months to a complete school yepr. Had the time of
stay been longer than this, two years .or more, 1t is possible
that different areas would have appeared in thelr psycholog;-
cal adjustment. In order to control for the effects of st.
Andrews Presbyterian College'environnent, the. control groupsl

< were qompared<with the mobilephome residents, and.the_mobile"

1}
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home residents also became'theirrown control group. The inter;

Aﬂv;ews proved to be one of’the most valuable features of the

7

{
entire psychological study, because many of - the changes that

:were noted in the psychologicaI instruments, were verified in .

the interviews. (See Appendl¥ A) The mobile home group,,and |
the'handicapped population of St. Andrews Presbyterian College
students were compared on psyohological teststas.to.changeSf

over a period of time.for both groups, and accordingly pre-

‘ané-post-test measures were used in both cases.

" In preparation for the study, the following action was
taken- (1) A questionnaire was prepared and mailed to eight
indiVihuals who were both phy5ically handicapped and restricted
to wheelchairs, and who resided in mobile homes. Of this group,
six returned the questionnaire with complete answers. (2)°A
literature search was conducted by mailing to the American
Psydhological Association a;form,requesting all research re-
lated to‘the psychological effects of living in a‘mobile home

for the handicapped. This is a search of PsychologiCal%

Abstracts from 1967 to the present. This search yielded no

- references.

‘There are some studies.which,.alﬁhough not directly related
to mobile home living, do have important‘implieationsjin this
study; _One suchlstudy is the Highland Heights Experiment which
'used essentially a Health and Social model in its.approach and

7 . : . v
in many ways cannot ‘be applied to the present study. However,
-

‘there are some important findings in that study which do have

Firect bearing on the present study. ConcluSion“C" on page 67
/ Al

«,o the Highland Heights’ Experiment Report, "The present "short

n
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.term meact study has also left unanswerec 1mportaut questlonsh‘
:ylof how persons ‘with- dlfferent types of - functlonal dlsabllltles
respond to res;dencyrxn nghland Helghts.f Nor have the dlf—"'
R ferential'effects of a variety.or types of conventlonal hous;_
'1ng of persons with different types of functlonal dlsabllltles‘
;f: been 1nvest1gated" Th&s is 1mportant for our present study
‘because moblle homes present one approach to’ the problem of
. 'modlfylng hous1ng and xﬁé effects for a range of functlonal
“ '_dlsabllltles. The auestlon of conclus1on "D” on pages 68-69

oy é

’ cannot be satlsfactorlly answered by this study because of its

woRe

*rsmall sample 51ze. ‘It is not known, at this tlme,vwhether or
not all of our phys1cally disabled.students could proflt from
the moblle hometexper;enpe, or if the ones who_were selected
actudlly were'the{ideal ones who could reoeive~the maximum
benefit from:the experience. Conciusion "E".of the Highland
Helghts Experlment page'69'states, “"The short térm study of

' nghlagd Heights has had a positive impact .on the ~health and
well—belng of -its residents". The present study has verlfled
the conclusion stated above, althougn our population was younger’
than the nghland Heights populatlon and was enrolled in college

‘durlng the length of the study.

i Dunn (1976) polnts to a very 1mportant cons1derat1on for
this/study. "Differences in the psychologlcal adjustment be-
‘tween persons Who have varying degrees of disability have been
noted: it appears-thatvthose Yhose disabilities—are lessr
severe may experience greater psychological problems due to
their more @arginal position between the 'world of the physi-

L

’ caliy'normal majority' and the ' world of the physical _yxis—
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ablbd}minp;ityﬂi But perhaps the finding of greatest import

-

-48. that an indi¥idual's fesponse to rehabilitative treatment is

-

determlned more by the att1tudes they hold toward themselves,
i: e., the1r self-concept, than by their degree of phy81cal
diSability;J 'Thelimportance-of this statement comes from an
undefstanding that’indiviauals who entered the mobile homes in

this present project brought with them-certain‘concepts about

themselves and these Eelf-concepts have an important‘bearingA

o

Lﬁ\upon"the impact_that the. mobile home experience had ﬁpon them.

. ¥

Factors. that were not investigated in this present study,
—
but may. have an important bearlng in dlrectlons for future

¢ . i

I-reSearch are as follows: (1) Does the age at whlch the person

;s.injured have any effect upon their adjustment to moblle.
hbﬁe livingz (In our very prelimihary attempt to.anéwer this
question, the answer appears to be that it'does have a very
}mpértant impact upon personal adjuetment;) (2) Would‘sthdents
who are severely disabled and in wheelchairs shéw as much.or
more” 1mprovement in their overall self-concept and 1ndependent
living 1f they lived in modified apartments off campus'> (Thls
obviously would have been the ideal contrgg group, but this
simply eould not be done, there are not enough apartments that
have been architecturally modified to acqommodatevthe number
of students in this project.) (5) Would students have expe-
rienced moEe changes 'in self—concept’and independence had they
been permitted to stay a longer period of ‘time in the mobile
home? | |

Other studies have shown that the self-concept is an‘im—
portant‘cdnsideration_for the physically disabled such as "

/

Y
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Breslin (1968), Dunn (4967), and Smits (1964).° These sltudi‘:'es'-
and others have shoWn that the self—concept»of the severély ;
d”dlsabled student is different from the average student L:’
'college, and Urle (1971) also demonstrated this in the St
Andrews Presbyterlanlcollege study. The conclusion is:

i studying any group of disabled population, the-appropriate

: populatlon for comparlson is a similar group of'handlcapped '
'students and therefore the published normatlve/data for the
psychologlcal measuring instruments should‘not he used. Of °
the eight.persons in wheelchairslliving in-mobile homes're—:
ferred to earlier in thls report, six returned the questlonnalre
w;th complete information. By far the most outstandlng pro—'
blem cited was the lack of phy51cal modification in the moblle
homes for these individuals. = Other ractors were the'remote;
ness or nearness of neighbors, and the moblle home. communlty
1tself‘ , e
.'; . The two groups of flfty persons represent somewhat dlf—
ferent populatlons of st. Andrews Presbyterlan College N
students for comparlson w1th the mobile home study group. .
The st. Andrews PresbytJllan College Mbbile Home study Group .
consisted of five males and*flve females with complete and’ |
f‘usable data. All of the study data is related to st. Andrews
Presbyterlan College students for ‘the samples of fifty students
and the sample of ten students. .,

The followlng scales were admlnlstered to the st. Andrews

u . T

Presbyterlan College ‘Mobile Home Study Group. ‘(l) “The Tennes-

see Self-Concept Scale (F¥Fts' 1965) : _( The Adjectlve Check-~

llSt (Gough, 1965); (3) The Handlcapped robdems Inventory

\



(Wright_ 1960Y— and (4) The Act1v1t1es of Daily Living (Katz,

1963). Intaddltlon, perlodlc interviews were conducted Wlth

thé moblle home project 1nd1v1duals in oréder to obtaln sub-

jective reports of adipstmént problems and progress.

.+

Discussion:.

that %*he individual was

" range of” scores. Total varlablllty is less for the mobrle

Table I presents the resuits ‘for the Handicapped.Problems\

‘inventory. The total score, although not significant statis;
' L

. - . & .
tically( decreased from 50.90 to 43.10. This is important in ,
showing that while the individual lived in the mobile home, the -
number of pfbblems-che ked decreases.\*This is some indication

ecoming somewhat less sensitive to

the handicap and not ex \riencind as many problems with:it%

(This is also conflrmed by the 1nterv1ews ) The vocational,

famlly. and social areas remalned essentlally the game; the

LY

personal area . showed decline of 4 3 p01nts wllch although not:

sagnyflcane, 1nd1cates that moblle home 11v1ng was hav1ng an
S . .. .-
effect on the person's perception of a wide variety of other

' - . .
factors and will be discussed in the interview section. In a .

c0mpar1son of the Tennessee Self- Concept of the original . ;

J

selected sample.of handlcapped as indicated in Table II, there
is very little difference between our sample and the'origlnal}
group Wlth the follow1ng eyceptlons- Famlly Self 'is lower for

‘the moblle home group. Thls may: be an 1nd1catlon +'hat they -

[} .
felt themselves .to be_less adeguate as family members than the

A
-

ofigina%yaamplé} althOugh both means, are well within the normal

»
*

home sample, probablj due to the fact that’ they were somewhat,

»

o
AN .
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more homogeneous than the-original sample and ‘genera
older than the original sample. Column Variabilit was
ﬁignificantly}different for the tﬁo groupstwagain reflecting

- more consistency in the mpbileJhome sample. The use of.four,
. two,‘ and one (response.categorie57 as opposed to :E:ive is indi-
cative that the mobile home sample £é1t less sure. of themselves
an8 tended to describe themselves in more negatiye terms or
respggses, The mobile home group ;as‘somewhft better adjusted
OVerall,as indicated on the general Maladjustment Scale and the
Personality Integration Scale. 1In general we. had a group who
'were sqmewhat more negative about themse}ves as they entered

the experiment, felt less pOSitxve “about feing a family member,*

and generally were slightly Better adjusted than the original
sample. First, we compare ";efore and after" self-v:.ews of

the students entering the mobile home progect and leaVing the.
mobille home project. This comparison is found in Table I1I.
,They'show very little change and although statistically not.
Significant there are a number of 1nteresting results. For

example, £n the Total POSltlve Score, the‘mean—Increased from

333.39 to 338 89, which " suggest that the,group was feeling more

positive about themselves after haVing been in the experiment
than- they did fore. The Personal Self also shows a slight
increase which was confirmed by the Handicapped Problems

: Inventory. Column Variability declines in a statistically
significant way, ‘which indicated a greater correspondence ih
self-perception of the individual selves than that which was .

indicated when they entered the project. Because of some

additional date, added .to the original %ample,‘the next group
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'éonparison is hased.upon fifty subjects rather than the ori- *fT.l
ginal forty-one. The Pre—test group shows about the same L )
dlfferences on the Tennessee as the study prea§d1n§bthis one ' 7
\and the data are pr3sented in Table IV. What is 1nteresg;ﬂg~
about thls is that although students were not selected for thrs
mobile home project_on the basis of their origlnal psychologi—
'cai,adjusthent, the-pgogect group was slightly bette;.adjusted .
ithan the control group of fifty'subjects. _part of this %ay be -
» . due to the small sample Size, or in part it may be due to the |
fact that mobile home part1C1pants are somewhat more adventurous
than the average handicapped student at st. Andrews_Presby—
. . terian College. ‘
The next step is to cémpare the post-test Tennessee Seif—
Cancept for the sample of fifty with the mobile horte g;oup and
this is what the post-testing represents. Here we see about
the '‘same difference indicating that the mobiie home living
experience did not change the overall handicapped post-group
controls. The mobile home students remained better 1ntegrated
than those who had spent four years living in a traditional
St. Andrews Presbyterian College pattern.. Table, IV presents
the data for the Pre-and-Post;Test Adjective Checklist fbr. .
Mobile Home gréd}. There are not statistically significant .

~

changes in the scores from the first testing period to the

-

last. Some areas do show very slighﬁ gains ffrom one testing

& . < . y
to the next. self-confidence remains &dppr< 1matély the same,

e~
and there is very slight change in‘the scofes for self-control.
.. The interViews were very interesting in th3t some things in
the tests cited above were beginning to reflect, and under
L s
»
" 4
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'ﬂlonger'conditions woul probabiy reflect in a,statistically -
| - significant- way. There were d;fferences in the'tuo general

: gi?oups that odcupled the moblle homes. The first group knew
_each other qulte well and “had already‘iormed someisohds for
\establlshlng a social communlty in- the locatlon of the moblle
homes. The second group did not have-thls common soc1al,
experience of knowing each other-and therefore‘had\to depend
more on the aide or persons coming to visit. them thah'the

“ first group.- The first group had established friendships
lénger and as a #Wsult had far more visitors 1n their stay
‘than the secend group. ' Possibly some o¥ this is due to the,
length of stay of thq first group of students on the campus
since nearly all of them were seniors. . The 1nterv1ews-also
reflect all of this. The‘second group felt more lonely and
isolated’aud'wiﬁh less friendships and lessvopportuhity to .
entertaln than the first group. The first group generafl&
looked forward to the experlence of living in a mobife&hpme-
the second group did not looh forward to the experience as
much. In every, case 'in-*the interviews{-the individuals
reported positive gains in their self-confidenceiand-emphasiZed
_dgain and again how much iddependence they felt'as a resultvor
the experience, For‘example,“"I_found that I could do things

that‘i ﬁever thought‘I could do, and I found out that I really

can cookf. This statementlﬁrom,aumaiefwho was'eXpressing

- something that.was common to thevstudehtst namely  that they

. were exploring and trying hew-things that were not‘neee5sary

in the dornitory or could be done by someone else. In many
ways this experienoe'was uery new territory for all of them.’

4
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" The number of hours spent in household chores Varled from four

e

hou;s per week to sexteen hours per week The males spent far
less tlme in meal preparatlon than the females and less t1me

in housework.,\\:z mean for household chores was elght hours,

~ for cooking the t'me ranged -from four hours per week to~a
. o { .
max1mum of twenty Wlth the mean belng about frﬁteen hours.\

The mofe severely handlcapped reported longer hours Wthh cduld

vt

be expected-

' N -
¢ . . . .

Are grades affected by the tlme taken for other duties7
The un1versa1 answer from all part1c1pants was thay were not.-.
They would have spent tlme dolng othfr Ehlngs. Because of
many varlables such as the dlfflculty of urses, the number -

of courses, and‘the 1nstructors, flve students 1ncreasea 1n
; .

grade point averages]'three.students decreased and two students

¢ . .
remained about the same. THus, 1iving in mobile homes did not
: v : . _ _
have’ arbearing upon the students' study hablts. " Those con¢lu-

sions come from»subjectlve interviews as well as™ghe grade
po;nt data. ‘hat 1s‘:nnortant is that the organleatlon of

‘ tlme which a‘:tuoent brings to the moblle ﬁane will be the
same organlzatlon of +{me that 1s used ‘in the dorn or else—
where. Students generally'tbok on more household ‘¢hores such’

| .as sWeeplng, cooklng, washlng dlshes, and other tglngs.: Most
of them reportea that they enjoyed d01ng thlngs’fbr themselves
and felt confloent that they could do them again, given the
opportunity. None of the students feltvthateXﬂﬂ\%obile/home"

experzence was ,anything more, than temp0rary, *and would/ngfer

-

- to live oh & 1éng term basis e#ther in a house or an apartment.

~ . +
4 s - P -
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o As\far as safety was ooncerned, they felt\safe in the -

’

moblle home, and feIt protected as we11~as they could be.

. @ - \ 4
;,(There was actuall& very little reportlng of fear of any klnd' -
7€", other than the usual academlc fears ) All of the group was -

o . s

vvery p051q1ve about the’ total experlence and wéﬁfd&do it again
- 1 - .

if't 0pportun1ty presented itself.".\'_ . BN
-‘ ¥ R Lo . . \/x' . M . . ’ .
b o - TR L .

| Students gene;ally felt that they prof1ted very ‘much from ;
the experlence. "We had one*marrled couple in'the experlment,
the husband is the handlcapped anﬁ the wlfe able—bodled and
o fﬁb hey reported that the1r experlence was very worthwhlle. The
: wlfe adjusted to the changlng conditions very qulckly and |
learned,to‘do th1ngs_more eff1c1ently accordlng'tp her own -,
report. ‘i -
The major fee11ng'was one.of 1ndependence for the persons
’.1n the progectk a. few had problems with self-dlsc1p11ne in
gettlng everythlng done that needed to be done, but most of o
)them adjusted)to the experience very well and considered 1t o V
'very-worthwhlle. ‘Some §tudents entered the experiment with a
dﬂgreeﬁof antrcipatlon of q new experience, others*felt that
the ehange would be greater than they had ant1c1pated and after
va few days were well adjusted to their d1fferent ex1stence. |
'Some of them mlssed the social life of the dorm, b\t\thls was
to a certaln ‘extent compensated for by‘frequent v131ts of
'friends. Although no formal study was made of the small com=" ¢;@ o
munlty 1tself, most. of the studenté reported that ‘there was a

i
‘greatvdeal,of compatlblllty between,themselves and others in.
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the project.‘ when there was @ problem it uﬁua&ly was between

‘the handlc pped person and the a1de llving wzth them, and thls

~

x. J
i problem ‘was rare\and usually settled qulckly, -

Generally, “the suhgectlve reports~1nd1cated that the pro—

Ject ‘was worthwhlle,’amd glven an“addltlonal opportunlty, the

-

~ ~

students would partlczpate agalna C
/ 41
Because some of the pro;ect students have not graduated

'

frqm St. Andrews;yresbyterlan COllege, a follow-up Wlll aon—_

<

A final conclu51on 1ndlcated by. thzs study is that phy-”

s1cal and psycholdglcal factors are\glosely related--lf the

physzcal barrlers are removed, the psychological ad)ustment
factors’ beeome much easier to deal w1th. Qﬂ‘

N ‘
‘ t1nue as to thélr llvzng condltlons a dfemployment.

S
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.* TABLE I N .

C S TITLE: . COMPARISION OF Mon}i,la HoME
S ’ . PROJECT PARTICIPANTS ON TIE .
.- o 'HANDECAPPED PROBLEMS' INVENTORY:

e ’Pkgiamg PQST-TEST °~ = -
- o ' . - ' ’ : y N -~ ‘ \ ' . )
L. oot . . S .
i ‘ . " N \ * NBIO K "
q - - I’og\tf—'l‘est .
J ’;' ) \ . K 1,,.—, » . . L . . _~..” . |
L , | _%Mean .{ S.D.: Mean | S.D. | "t" .

\N .

TOTAL " 150.90 " | 31.40 | 43.10- _|er71 | .59

- VOCATIONAL 8.30 | 10.07 | 8.200 | 6.23" | .03

©OFAmILy - 12.00 9.20 *9.70 7.42 .62
. |- : i . .
> gmzsomu, 18.90. | 10.50 | 14.60 }11.33 | .88

'SOCIAL . 2 ~11.70 | -9.12° ] 10.70 1 7.80 ] .26

Project Participants 'fro_m T , .
» Pre-testing to Post-Testing - _ . ¢ _ /

o Cbmparison of Mpbile Home - A //
/




STUDENTS AT ST. ANDREWS PRESBYTERIAN COLLECE
WITH MOBILE HOME PARTICTPANTS ON THE
L , T . TENNE$SEE SELF-CONCEPT PRE-TESTING - "
i ) - } : r)r\.\ )
A

. ' TABLE 11 \
| . . h ' . . : \ v
g - 5 N=50 Pre " N=10 Pre .
* i Means S.D.'s Means S.n.'s °. e "
R “ D SRy S .
Self-Criticism 37.43° | s5.88 1.08 5.36 1.75
True/False = . - | 1.0 .23 "~ 1.08 | .18 .06
‘Net Conflict 4y ... -0.63 [11,3 | ) 0.10 9.15 -.19
Total Conflictw+ - | 31794 [~9.44 | ~ 26.90 | 8.45 | 1.56 ,
Total Positive = = 0 346.75 26.10 : 338.89L>,' 23.84 , | . ~.88
‘Ydenttty, . /. | 127.33 |-8.66 | 12060 | -8.37 |. 1.92
v_5e1f+58518fact%ggf . 106,84 |-13.18 107.70 | 11.19 [, -.19; |
k Behavior =, 112.26 9.32 « 109.60 | -7.41 ° '
Physical Self Y 65.65 | 6.22 1 67.30 | 6.16
Moral-Ethical Self / | 71.14° | 819 ‘| 67.80 |. 6.98
Personal Self ) 66.89 5.87 '68.60 3.66.
Family Self . 1 "72.65 7.33 . 67.20 8,37
.Social Self : 70.95 6.92 ~ 68.00 6-75.
Total Variability 47.04., [ 12.11 36.60 110.13
> Column Variability 128.53 8.48 19.30 "8.87
Row Variability . 18.71 | 5.70 15.40 4.38
Distribution , 116.84 | 24.24 102.40 16.56
No. 5's . - -1 16.37 9.68 | -~ 10:50 | '8.70
No. 4's ] 24.82 | 6.95 ¢ 32,30 | 7.15
No. 3's. . 19.75: | /8.36 19.40 6.75,
No. 2's” - - | 16.99 | '7.14 | 26.50 | "6.00
No. 1's - ~ « ©19.26- | 8.59 11.30 | 4.94
"Defensive Positive | ,52.53; |- 8.38 55.20 9.35
General Maladjustment Z97.41 6.80 91.70 8.34
, Psychosis - 47.43 7.04 49.80 | ,4.66 -
' Personality Disorder - "T74.40 - |11.95 73.00 |%12:04
Neurosis - ' 83.24 | -7.95 | *84.70 9,13
Personality Integratjon | 10.16 | 3.67 13.00 5.27
‘No. of Deviant 51g?é***, : ., '
| e S —

*Sig. at .05 Level
- **%Sig, at .01 Level

***Not Scored on Selected Group
. N

18 .
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N CVUIHTARLOLUIN UK LULL TIVD l.l'a BUCES, URUJEUVE FARTLIUVLITFANTD

ON . THE 'TENNESSEF SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

St N " PRE AND POST TESTING  ~ - L
'\ . C% TABLE 111 o T "
» \ o
e ! I _ L
o o N 2 [ I N=10 |
P . o Mefins  S.D.'s Means S.D.'s "
! Self-Criticism ' 35.80( [ “7.17 [ T30 | 5°36 67 )
 TruefFalse -~ - [T ro7|[ T2 |7 1.09 18 | 1.68
\ Net Conflict - ,-1;204\__;3.00“ | 0.10 | 9.16 | -.26
‘Total Conflice - [ 30.80 | 9.92 | 26.90 »| 8.45 .95
‘Total Positive | 333.39 || 35.26 338.89 | 23.84 - | -.41
Identity | 120.40. [ 4397 . |7 121.60. 8.37 | .-.23
Self-Satisfaction- | 104.90 | 15.43 | [ " 107.70 | 11.19 -.46
* Behavior . - To8.10 | "322.13 [, 109.60 | 7.41 | -.33
Physical Self '~ 1 64.40 | 7.34 67.30° { 6.16.
Moral-Ethical, Self 69.10 [ 7.40 . 67.80 |- 6.99
Personal Self - 65.90 8.7 68.60 - 3.65
Family Self . |- e6.70 |.11.53" " 67.20 8.37
Social Self T 67.30 9.91 “468.00 | 6.75°
Total Variability 46.90 | 14.05 | 36.60 | 10.13
. Column Variability . 27.40 8.84 19.30 8.87
Row Variability 19.50 6.29 15.40 | 4.37
Distribution 107.30 | 13.78 | 102.40 16.56
“No. 5% - - 15.00 7.91 |- "10.50 | "B.70
. No. &' ' | 26.80 | &.05 . }2.'30@7.16-
‘No. 3"s | ©19.70, | 7.68 19.40 e
“ No. 2's - ©24.90 | - 7.52 | 26.50 | ¢ %
No. 1's | 13.70 | ‘6.64 11:30 \. 4.94
‘Defensive Positive 50.90 | 10.92 55.20 [\ 79.35
General Maladjustment 89.70 | 11.20 . 91.70 | 8.3
Psychosis - 51.70 ~7.45 49.80 |7 4.66
Personality Djsorder 71.90 | 12.47 | 73.00 |-12.06 | .
~ Neurosis 81.70 10.95 84.70 9.13. -7
Personality Integration 12.30 4.37 - | 13.00 5.27 -o=.32
No: of Deviant Signs 880 ; 7.06 9.20 | 7.46 | -.12
, — — i : :
*Sig. at .05 Level- -
**Sig. at .01 Level Q ‘ ‘
. | p
\ T .
) | ‘ /




: : o : , .
COMPARISON OF ST. ANDREWS PRESBYTERVAN COLLEGE HANDICAPIED
STUDENT SAMPLE WITH MOBILE NOME PROJECT PARTICIPANTS

' . . " ON THE TENNESSE SELF-CONCEPT PRE-TEST S
. » - S T : o
o o , | . TABLE 1V o o v
P : - N=50 : . 'N=10
g . : . ) R Y " ¢ SN
L ‘ ~.*  Mecans S.D.'n - Means. & S.0.7s S .
self-Criticism [ 37.64 | 5.90 3580 | 7.18 | .87 7).
. True/False” =~ . 1.05 | .27 | 107 26 | 220N
' Net Conflict -1.46 | 12.52 " | 120 | 13.00 | g.06
| Total Conflict - -. 31.06 | 7.72 " |- 30.80 [ i9.92 -|*'=.09 -
Totdl Positive .339.24 | 30.57- | 7333.39 35.26 ff .53
Hentity ©o | 123578 | 10.92 .| 120.%0 | 13.98 | - .85
‘sé1f-Satisfaction . |1 103.94 | 13.84 ° 10490 | 15.44" | -.20  |°
_ Behavior - vf 11114 | 19.23 | 108.10 | 12.13 P . .83
* Physical Self 64.92 6.42 64,40 7.3 | - .23
‘Moral-Ethical Self: . 68.52 8.28 69.10 , 7.40 -.21
Personal Self . 65.29 |« 7.22 65.90 | ' 8.81 [ -.23
Family Self - a 71.09 8.84 - T  66.70 11.52 | 1.36
Social Self o '69.79. | 7.9t | 67.30 9.91. .87
Total Variability _ 46.08 | .11.33, 46.90 | 14.05 -.20
Column Variability - |7 27.66 ¢| - 8.31 . 27.40 8.85 .09/
_ Row Variabllity - . 18.62 | 5.34 19.50 |- 6.29 -.46\
. Distribution ' 112.32 | 25,65 107.36" | 13.78 .60 \
No. 5's" ° : 15.28 { "10.30 15.00° { '7.91 .08
No. 4's j 23.64 6.65 ~ 26.80 - 6.05 .=1.39
No. 3's. | 21.78 | 8.96 19.70 ° 7.69 .68
" No. 2's N C17.92- | 7.24 24.90 | 7.52, [ -2.77%*
No. 1's | 17.78 |, 8.58 13.70 6.64 | 1.44
Defensive Positive 51.14 |>'.10.68 50.90 [%410.92 . .06
General Maladjustment 95.78 -8.38 89.70 |V 11.20 1.98%
Psychosis . 47.32 6.47 51770 7.45 -1.91
Personality Disorder . = 71.64 11.31 - T78.90. | 12.47 -.07
Neurosis’ _ - | 8196 | 10.547 81.70 [ 10.95 |7 .07 .
Pergphality Integration | 9.48. 1 3.20 |, 12.30 - 4.37 | -2.39% /
. . . A — L e ——— .
No. of Deviant Signs*** .. : Y
v -*Svig. at .05 Level ' .
\ **Sig. at .01 Level G o o
) ***Not Scored for Original Sample , o ) ,
] - ‘ ")




/ A comp f\Rl SON, OF Q'] s ANDREWS PRESBYTERIAN COLLFCE - BANDICAPPED
,'STUDENT SI}MI‘LE WITH' HQ,BILF HOME PROJECT PART1C N’ANTS‘

™ \ . ON THE TENNESSEE .S LF—CONCEPT SCALE POS¥-TEST
e ) o | J "TABLE V. S e,
. 3 o . . . . . V .- P - . \/-\ ™
S TS A 7 Y B CNe10—
S ' Hean:i‘ 'S.D.'s Heans- SW.'s "
- SelfrCriticipm -37.79%]  5.5% .. 33.90 5.36:’ 1.93
Trve/False =~ = - | . 1.02 .19 - 1.09 .19 =.95
" Net /Conflict . - *=3,07 8.62 .10 9.1% -.99
» Total Conflict -+ e 29427 9.84 26.90- 8.45 .68
~ Total Positive = . 341.55 | 32,05 338.89 [. 23.84 | .24
‘Identdty ~ : » 125.03 | '11.45° | ~121.60 8.37 | ...87_
,Self-Satisfaction ) 106.55 12.58 107.70 ,-11‘19 ~.26 .
Behavior 110210 | 12.22. | +109.60 "7.41 (.12 7]
Physical Self . 66-79 7.23 67,30 .| 6.16 "~.20
“‘Moral-Ethical Self 70.21 |© 8.32 -67.80 , 6.99 .82 -,
- Personal Self 65.38 | 7.83 68. 60«‘ 3.63 -1n25 -
Family Self , 70.69 8.76 67.20 - 8.38 - 1.10
Social ‘Self A 68.55 8.12 68.00 6.75 [-. .19
Total Variability 45.83 11.60 36.60 10.13 | 2.23%
Golumn Variability 27.45 7.53 " 19.30 8.87 2.82%%
Row Variability - 18.38 6.34 15.40 | . 4.38 - 1.37
Distribution ' 108. 76 29.46 102.40 16.56 ° .64
No. 5's. 14.79 10.64 10.50 8.70 © 1.15
No. 4's | 25.31 8.28 32:30 7.16 -2.37%
No. 3's . 22.34 11.84 19.40 6.75 |, .74
No. 2's: ©19.59 |  8.76 26.50 6.00 |” -2.30 = _
No. 1's | . 16.34 10.31 - 11.30 4.94 1.48
Defensive Positive 50.82 9.39 "55.20 9.35 -1.27
General Maladjustment 94.69 9.69 - 91.70 - 8.34 .87.
Psychosis 47.65 | 17.40 49.80 4.66 -.86
Personality Dlsorder 73.96 " 9.99 73.00 ‘,112.04,: .25
vj? Neurosis. ~oef. 81,72 [ 10.31 84.70 " 9.13 -.81
. i Personality Integration| ° 10.31 -4 .56 13.00 5.27 -1.55
" TNo. of Deviant Signg#*** | i o
*.05 Level of Sig. e
*%x 01 Levd of Sig. s ‘
***Not Scored for or origlnal Sample’ g
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A LOHPARIQON or T"R/Mpnlll :
", ON 'l'llLJ\l%JIC'llVL CIII(.MQ'ISI - PRE- l’O'»l TEST

HOME PROJECT. PARTTCIPANTS |

> ! ! ~ t oy f
g /! TABLE VI . A .
* ; -, oy '

v oW - ' { ot - . .
/7 N=10 Pre, . N=10 Post’| v o

f_ " Means_ §.D.'s, . Means S.D.'s e

Number. Chacl;pd / ., 111.50 . 40.70 010.90 - | 30.24 | . \04

DefensiVe e/ "/ 718,40 | “17.94 | 18.50, | 5.46 -.03Y
Favorab]e -Adjectives /” . 50.20° -]/ 18.94 | °57.30 " | 15.34 ¢z 14
. Unfavoraﬁﬁxsedjectiveﬁ 7 9.60 634 7 . 9.80- [7 5.87 | (-.07

Self-cd‘?!dence . . 9.10 * |~ 6.90 ~*9.10 . 6.54 Tilkzpo ,

- Self-Coatgol L7 Lo 2.96 6010 ] "3.60 5.38 | .27
“ Labildty - ] 1. 10.50 | 3.72 . [e11.30 |’ 3.97 | -.46
< ‘Personal Adjustment/ . . 10.50 ° 4.92 "10.30 - 6.05 - -08
"Achievement i »12.20° 6.74 | -13.50 5.70. " .25
Dominance I 11.10 | 7.20 12.30 | 6,81 -.38
Endurarice -7.550 5.70 . 7.60 1 6.39 -.04"
Order ) 7.50 5.38 . 6.40 | '5.04 47
Intraception ¥ 13.70 4,94 " ° 14.20 5.55 =.21
Nurturance 16.00 8.83 17.80 . 7.88 .48
Affiliation 22.89" 8.58 23.00 7.33 \~.03
Heterosexuality 9.90 4.95 10.00 4.29 >.05
Exhibition ~ 4.50 7.86 5.60 8.47. -.30
Autonomy 5.00 4.34 5.10 4,72 -.05
Aggression -10.00 9,02 . =-8.90 ° 6.21 -.32
Change ! 7.70 5.48 ~7.40 4.72 .13
Succdrance .30 | 3.83 " -.40 4.95 .35
Abasement -1.90 - 5.78 -3.10 5.54 47,

- Deference - , J 220 5.67 .70 5.21 -.21.
Readiness for Counselin -4.,60 11.46 . -4.40 8.93 -.d4

. *.05 Level of Sig.

b** .01 Level of Sig.

A -
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%Qucstionhairc for Handicappcdﬂﬁrojcct Group
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‘Home? ~ If so, in what\way. Please describe in as much detail ap'possible. 4
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Did you feel any loss of self-confidence during or shortly after your
move and did your confidence increase as you found scme of the probicmé
- yQu anticipated rgsélved? ‘ '
“ . .
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’ : - N - Project Participants. , ool )
\ -
) 4 / K .
. X o St. Andfews Handicapped Students - _ )
- ‘ L ' g T :
A N v t . D
- S ; - ~ A
Occupant A: ’ oo g T ~
i . ", * Female, 22 years of age, resident of North Carolina. Disabili ;f‘ -
T ~Jclassified as paraptegia‘due to birth defect. Uses wheqléhhir‘
e most of the time; but can use forearm crutches: for short:time :
'// © _ periods.. N - s « ‘ o
P (7_ ,‘\ ) - . - ] . 1 '..19. M .
. - . )’ ‘ ~7 . ‘7/. f S v\l. -

-

Ps Occupant B oD
< Male, 21 yéars of agé, resident of Virginia. . Disaﬁility'classi—
fied 'as paraplegia (C-7) due to pQliomyelities. Restricted to
wheelchair,' full use of upper extremities. .

ngupant c T ¢
. : 2
Male, 22 years of age, resident of Georgia. Disability classi-
fied as paraplegia (C-6/7) due to poliomyelities. Restricted to
wheelchair,. full use of one arm, weakness in one arm.
] . . e R {‘ . )
Occupant, D )

- Male, 25 years of age, resident of North Carolina. Disability
classified as quadriplegia due to diving accident. Restricted
to wheelchair, uses an electric chair exclusively, no use QE\_
lower extremities, limited;use of arms and hands.

)
. 1
Occupant E ! ol
i Female, 24 years ofxage, resident of North Carolina. Disability
.l . classified as Quadriplegia due to poliomyelities. Restricted to
wheelchair, uses electric chair exclusively, no use of lower ex-
tremities, deformed left hand and right arm.
L
Occupant F x\\~‘;*,
‘Female, 22 years'of'age, resident of Connecticut. Diénbilgty .
- classified as quadriplegia.(C—5/6) due to diving accident.
. o B
. . ", -/ _ : , v
ekt - } I : . -
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‘mrjority of the tlime,

- Ocsypant Gn‘ ) . . ‘ oo

{ . )\ . ¢ ‘ l ' o
, , -
Restricted to wheelchair, uses an electric wheelchair vast - ‘
No usp of lower ‘extremlitics, limited vuse
of arms and hqnds. Tl i > . ) N

- :, y
&

N

Jemale, 23 years of age,,resfaent of North CaroJing.~ ﬂ{;ited
use of all four extremities dufl to-birth defect. Ambulatory with
the use of crutches fo¥ short periods of‘;ime. re‘lies orrmanua,l

> f\“\ ' ‘wheelchair majority of each day."
) : B - _), . o - ~ ' - "
. LN . . —\\‘ ' " h
X ., - . “ o . . “ i ‘ s ) ) ‘o . 4 \ . K“"
R Occupant H - | s . ‘ - . N
VAR - o ' . - o - : |
N f. Female, 21 years of age, resident of Vlrglnia. Disability ’

_ classified as quadriplegia, all éxtremities 1nvolved with
defordéd\trunk. Restricted to heelchair, uses an electric’
) ) chair exclusively. ///y .- -

) [y

/ . ’ r “

Occupant I

Male, 24 years of age, resident of Florida. Disability classified
as paraplegia due to. poliomyelities. Restricted to wheelcﬁSir, no

use ‘'of lower extremities, muscular weakness in left shoulder.
.o / . .

‘Otcupant J

Female, 23 years of age, resident of North Carolina. Dlsability
classified as quadrlplegia due to central brain damage as a result
of injury in an automobile accident. Limited use of all extremi-
ties. Uses a manual wheelchair for short periods of time), relies
on an electric wheelchair the vast majority of time.

)
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